                                                                    May 27, 1999

David R.E. Aladjem

Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer LLP

555 Capitol Mall, 10th Floor

Sacramento, California  95814-4686

 Re:  Your Request for Advice

         Our File No. A-99-111
Dear Mr. Aladjem:

This letter is in response to your request for advice on behalf of the members of the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District
 regarding the conflict of interest provisions of the Political Reform Act (the “Act”).

Please be advised that nothing in this letter should be construed to evaluate any conduct that has already taken place.  The Commission does not give advice regarding past conduct.  (Regulation 18329(b)(8)(a).)  In addition, the Commission does not act as finder of fact when rendering advice.  The advice is applicable and confers immunity only to the extent that the facts provided are correct and that all of the material facts have been disclosed.  (In re Oglesby (1975) 1 FPPC Ops. 71, 77.)

QUESTIONS
1.  May the directors participate in tactical and strategic decisions relating to litigation between the water conservation district and the City of Santa Maria?  Specifically, may the directors participate in decisions relating to:  (1) the amendment of pleadings to add new causes of action, new defendants, new defenses or otherwise; (2) the commencement of additional litigation or responses to additional litigation; (3) the extent and scope of discovery requests by the district and the district’s responses to discovery requests by other parties (including decisions relating to discovery disputes); (4) appropriate case management (e.g., bifurcation of issues for trial); (5) pre-trial motions brought by any party, including motions for summary judgment, summary adjudication of issues and motions in limine; (6) trial strategy and tactics on the part of the district; (7) settlement offers by the district and the district’s responses to settlement offers by other parties (including, but not limited to, settlements of some, but not all, issues raised in the litigation and settlements with some, but not all, parties to the litigation); and (8) the appeal of any decisions by the trial court, including decisions relating to potential interlocutory appeals?

2.  If a majority of the district’s directors must recuse themselves from participating in the decision, may any of these directors be legally required to participate in the decision?  If so:  

a.  How does the district determine which directors may participate? 

b.  What are the procedures the directors must follow?  

c.  What are the limits on the director’s involvement in such decisions?

CONCLUSIONS 

1.  Directors Rice and Tognazzini are disqualified from participating in such decisions unless the public generally exception applies.  Directors Sharer, Souza and Ferrante may not participate in such decisions if the outcome of the litigation will have a material financial effect on their economic interests as discussed below, unless the public generally exception applies.

2.  The rule of legally required participation permits an agency, under certain circumstances, to bring back as many disqualified officials as is necessary to establish a quorum.

a.  The best method of selection is by lot.  Other means of random selection that is impartial and equitable may also be used.  Whatever method is used, all disqualified officials must participate or the rule does not apply.  

b.  The procedures are set forth in Regulation 18708 and discussed below.  

c.  The reinstated official or officials may participate fully in the matter, including taking part in deliberations and voting in open sessions of the body, and in such closed sessions as are required by law, but may not attempt to influence the outcome of the matter “behind the scenes” by engaging in private discussions with other directors or staff.

FACTS
Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer LLP serves as general counsel to the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District (“district”).  The district is presently engaged in litigation with the City of Santa Maria (“city”) and several other parties in a dispute over rights to groundwater in the Santa Maria Valley Groundwater Basin (“basin”).  The Santa Maria Valley encompasses approximately 111,000 acres and overlies the basin.  The district was formed to manage the basin pursuant to Water Code Section 74000 et seq.

A.  The Litigation
In July 1997, the district commenced litigation against the city seeking declaratory and injunctive relief on several causes of action involving the use and control of groundwater in the basin.  The district initiated the action just prior to the time that the California Department of Water Resources began importing water from Northern California to the Santa Maria Valley pursuant to the State Water Project.  Generally, the litigation involves a dispute relating to:  the respective rights of the parties to store imported water in the basin; the respective rights of the parties to extract stored and natural water from the Basin; and the allocation among the parties of the costs associated with importing, storing and extracting water from the basin.

On August 14, 1998, the city filed a cross-complaint against the district seeking declaratory and injunctive relief on various causes of action involving groundwater rights in the basin.  On November 13, 1998, the city amended its cross-complaint to add 33 new 

cross-defendants, including three members of the board of directors of the district (or business entities in which these board members have real property or business interests).  The three members are named in their private capacities, not as members of the board.

The outcome of the litigation may affect the rights of those who own property or have financial interests in businesses within the boundaries of the basin, and who extract water for personal or business use.  A possible outcome could be to diminish the water rights of each cross-defendant.  There could also be significant collateral financial effects on real property values and business interests of the board members and members of the public generally.  Because the litigation is still in the early stages of discovery, you believe any statement about the potential results of the litigation is highly speculative.  We  have previously advised Santa Maria Mayor Maldonado regarding this lawsuit.  (Stockton Advice Letter, No. I-98-138.)

B.  District Directors
The district is governed by a board that is composed of seven directors.  Three directors, Directors Rice, Sharer and Tognazzini, are directly or indirectly named in the lawsuit.  These individuals own real property either directly or indirectly (through a business entity or trust) within the district worth $1,000 or more.  In addition, each director has a business interest in these properties worth $1,000 or more (either through management of the property or a lease).  

Director Sharer owns rental property within the district.  Director Rice has a 10 percent interest or more in OSR Enterprises, which is named in the lawsuit.  OSR owns real property in the district worth $1,000 or more.  Director Tognazzini has a 10 percent interest or more in Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons and Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons Family Farms Trust.  Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons is named in the lawsuit.   Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons Family Farms Trust is not named in the lawsuit, but owns real property in the district worth $1,000 or more.  Each parcel of property relies upon overlying groundwater rights which are the subject of the litigation.  The outcome of the litigation might result in an increase or decrease in the value of these individual’s real property or business interests.

Directors Maretti and Varni have not been named as parties in the litigation.  They do not own property that relies on overlying rights to groundwater and they have no business interests implicated by the litigation.

Directors Souza and Ferrante have not been named as parties in the litigation.  Director Souza is an employee of CNB Farms.  CNB Farms is not named in the litigation and does not own real property within the district that relies on overlying rights to groundwater, but is a tenant farmer on several parcels of property.  Director Ferrante owns stock worth $1,000 or more in Hacienda Harvesting, an agriculture-related business that conducts business within the district, and is an employee of Texeira Farms, a large agriculture business in the area.  Neither business entity is named in the litigation.  The litigation could affect the value of Director Ferrante’s investment in Hacienda Harvesting, and could also affect the business employment of both directors.  Neither director owns real property that relies upon overlying groundwater rights.

ANALYSIS
A.  General Rule
The Act prohibits public officials from making, participating in making or in any way attempting to use their official position to influence a governmental decision in which they have a financial interest.  (Section 87100.)  The directors of the water conservation district are public officials for purposes of the Act.  (Section 82048.)

B.  Making, Participating in Making, or Influencing a Governmental Decision
The prohibition in Section 87100 applies to specific conduct—making, participating in making, or using one’s official position to influence a decision.  (Regulations 18702.1-18702.4.)  Making a governmental decision includes voting on a matter or committing the agency to a course of action.  (Regulation 18702.1(a).)  Making a litigation decision (e.g., amendment of pleadings; commencement of additional litigation; making and responding to discovery requests; case management; making and responding to pre-trial motions; engaging in trial strategy and tactics; making and responding to settlement offers; and appealing district court decisions) is considered to be making a governmental decision for purposes of the Act.

C.  Identifying Economic Interests
An official has a financial interest in a decision if it is reasonably foreseeable that the decision will have a material financial effect, distinguishable from its effect on the public generally, on, among other enumerated economic interests:

1. Any business entity in which the official has an investment worth $1,000 or more.

2. Any real property in which the official has a direct or indirect interest worth $1,000 or more.  An indirect interest includes any interest owned by a business entity or trust in which the official owns a 10‑percent interest or greater.

3. Any source of income of $250 or more provided to the official within 12 months before the decision.

4. Any business entity in which the official is a director, officer, partner, trustee, employee, or holds any position of management.  (Section 87103(a)-(d).)

5. The official’s personal expenses, income, assets or liabilities.  (Regulation 18703.5.)

Director Sharer owns rental property within the district.  Thus, he has an economic interest in real property worth $1,000 or more.  (Section 87103(b).)  He also has an economic interest in his tenants, who are presumably sources of income to him of $250 or more within the previous 12 months.   (Section 87103(c).)

Director Rice has a 10 percent interest or more in OSR Enterprises.  Thus, he has an investment interest in a business entity.  (Section 87103(a).)  OSR Enterprises owns real property in the district worth $1,000 or more.  Since his interest in OSR Enterprises is 10 percent or more, Director Rice also has an economic interest in the real property held by OSR Enterprises. (Sections 82033 and 87103(b).)

Director Tognazzini has a 10 percent interest or more in Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons and Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons Family Farms Trust.  Thus, he has an economic interest in both entities.  (Section 87103(a).)  Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons Family Farms Trust owns real property in the district worth $1,000 or more.  Since his interest in the trust is 10 percent or more, Director Tognazzini also has an economic interest in the real property held by the trust.  (Sections 82033 and 87103(b).)

You have stated as fact that Directors Maretti and Varni do not have an economic interest that will be affected by the litigation.  To the extent that this is accurate, Directors Maretti and Varni do not have a conflict of interest in the litigation.  As previously stated, the Commission does not act as finder of fact when rendering advice.  (In re Oglesby, supra. )

Director Souza is an employee of CNB Farms.  Therefore, Director Souza has an economic interest in CNB Farms,  which is a source of income of $250 or more within the previous 12 months.  (Section 87103(c) and (d).)

Director Ferrante has an investment interest in Hacienda Harvesting, Inc. worth $1,000 or more.  (Section 87103(a).)  Director Ferrante is also an employee of Texeira Farms, Inc., which is presumably a source of income of $250 or more.  (Section 87103(c) and (d).)  Therefore, he has an economic interest in both entities.

Accordingly, Directors Sharer, Rice, Tognazzini, Souza and Ferrante may not make, participate in making or use their official positions to influence the pending water rights litigation, if it is reasonably foreseeable that the decision will have a material financial effect on their economic interests identified above.

D.  Determining Whether a Material Financial Effect Is Reasonably Foreseeable
Once an official identifies his or her economic interests, the official must evaluate whether it is reasonably foreseeable that a decision will have a material financial effect on each economic interest.  First, the official must determine whether the economic interest will be directly or indirectly involved in the decision.  Based upon the type of involvement, the official must then apply the appropriate materiality standard to ascertain whether the financial impact of the decision will be material.  After the official finds the applicable materiality standard, he or she must decide whether it is reasonably foreseeable that the materiality standard will be met.

1.  Direct or Indirect Involvement
a.  Business Entities & Tenants
A person, including an individual or business entity, that is an economic interest of the official is directly involved in a decision if the person is the named party in, or the subject of, the decision.  (Regulation 18704.1(a)(2).)  The person is the “subject of the decision” if the decision involves the issuance, renewal, approval, denial or revocation of any license, permit, or other entitlement to or contract with the person.  (Id.)  If the person is not directly involved in the decision, the person is indirectly involved for purposes of applying the materiality standards.  (Regulation 18704.1(b).)

Directly Involved
Director Rice has an economic interest in OSR Enterprises.  OSR Enterprises is named in the lawsuit.  Director Tognazzini has an economic interest in Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons, which is also named in the lawsuit.  Therefore, Directors Rice and Tognazzini have an economic interest in a business entity that is directly involved in the litigation.

Indirectly Involved

Director Sharer has an economic interest in his tenants.  There is no indication that his tenants are named in the lawsuit.  In addition, you have not indicated whether his tenants are business entities or individuals.  Therefore, Director Sharer has an economic interest in his sources of income that are indirectly involved in the litigation, which may be individuals and/or business entities.

Director Souza has an economic interest in CNB Farms.  CNB Farms is not named in the litigation.  Director Ferrante has an economic interest in Hacienda Harvesting and Texeira Farms.  According to your facts, neither company is named in the lawsuit.  Thus, Directors Souza and Ferrante have an economic interest in a business entity that is indirectly involved in the litigation.

b.  Real Property
Real property is directly involved in a decision if the decision involves, among other things, the issuance, denial or revocation of a license, permit or other land use entitlement authorizing a specific use of such property.  (Regulation 18704.2(a)(2).)  If real property is not directly involved in the decision, it is indirectly involved for purposes of determining materiality.  (Regulation 18702.4(b).)  The decision at issue involves a lawsuit and not a land use decision to be made by the district affecting a specific property.  Accordingly, Directors Sharer, Rice and Tognazzini have an economic interest in real property that is indirectly involved in the litigation.

c.  Personal Expenses, Income, Assets or Liabilities
A public official is deemed to be directly involved in a decision if the decision will result in the official’s personal expenses, income, assets or liabilities increasing or decreasing.  (Regulations 18704.5.)  Director Sharer is named in the litigation.  Directors Rice and Tognazzini have an economic interest in a business that is named in the litigation.  If these directors incur any personal expenses or liabilities as a result of the litigation, such as attorney fees or litigation costs, they are directly involved in the litigation. 

2.  Applicable Materiality Standards
a.  Business Entities and Tenants
Directly Involved
Directors Rice and Tognazzini have an economic interest in business entities that are directly involved in the litigation.  When a business entity is directly involved in a decision, any reasonably foreseeable financial effect of the decision on the entity is deemed to be material.  (Regulation 18705.1(a).)

Indirectly Involved
Directors Souza and Ferrante have, and Director Sharer may have, an economic interest in a business entity that is indirectly involved in the litigation.  For business entities that are indirectly involved in a decision, the pertinent materiality standard is set forth in Regulation 18705.1(b) (copy enclosed).  The materiality thresholds in the regulation vary depending upon the size of the business entity.  For relatively small businesses indirectly involved in a decision, the effect of a decision is material if it will result in an increase or decrease in:  (1) gross revenues of $10,000 or more in a fiscal year; (2) existing expenses of $2,500 or more in a fiscal year; or (3) value of assets or liabilities of $10,000 or more.  (Regulation 18705.1(b)(7).)

You have not indicated whether Director Sharer’s tenants are business entities or individuals.  The effect of a decision is material as to an individual indirectly involved in a decision if the decision will affect, among other things, the individual’s income, investments, assets or liabilities by $1,000 or more.  (Regulation 18705.3(b)(3).)

b.  Real Property
Directors Sharer, Rice and Tognazzini have an economic interest in real property that is indirectly involved in the litigation.  For real property indirectly involved in a decision, the applicable materiality standard may be found in Regulation 18705.2(b).  The materiality thresholds vary depending upon the distance between the official’s real property and the property that is the subject of the decision.  There are some decisions, such as the decision in question, that affect interests in real property, but that do not involve a subject property from which distances can be determined.  In such cases, the effect of the decision is material if the decision will affect: (1) the fair market value of the official’s real property by $10,000 or more, or (2) the rental value of the official’s real property by $1,000 or more in a 12-month period.  (Regulation 18705.2(b)(4).)

c.  Personal Expenses, Income, Assets or Liabilities
Directors Sharer, Rice and Tognazzini may be directly involved in the decision if they incur any personal expenses or liabilities as a result of the litigation, such as attorney fees or litigation costs.  If such expenses total $250 or more in a 12-month period, the effect of the decision is deemed to be material.

3.  Reasonably Foreseeable Financial Effect
An effect is considered reasonably foreseeable if there is a substantial likelihood that it will occur.  (Regulation 18706.)  When an economic interest is directly involved in a decision and any effect of the decision is deemed to be material under the applicable materiality standard, the official must determine whether it is substantially likely that any financial effect will occur as a result of the decision.  (Regulation 18700(b)(6).)  This is a “one-penny rule”—if any financial effect is reasonably foreseeable, the official will have a disqualifying financial interest.  On the other hand, for economic interests indirectly involved in the decision, the official must determine whether it is substantially likely that the appropriate materiality standard identified above will be met as a result of the decision.  Set forth below are critical questions each director must consider: 

Director Sharer:  Is it substantially likely that the outcome of the litigation will affect:  (1) his tenants who are business entities by the appropriate threshold amount in Regulation 18705.1(b); (2) his tenants who are individuals by $1,000 or more in a 12-month period; (3) the fair market value of his real property by $10,000 or more, or the rental value of his property by $1,000 or more in a 12-month period; or (4) his personal expenses, income, assets and liabilities by $250 or more?

Director Rice:  Is it substantially likely that the outcome of the litigation will affect:  (1) OSR enterprises by any amount; (2) the fair market value of his real property by $10,000 or more, or the rental value of his property by $1,000 or more in a 12-month period; or (3) his personal expenses, income, assets and liabilities by $250 or more?

Director Tognazzini:  Is it substantially likely that the outcome of the litigation will affect:  (1) Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons by any amount; (2) Arthur R. Tognazzini and Sons Family Farms Trust by the appropriate threshold amount in Regulation 18705.1(b); or the fair market value of his real property by $10,000 or more, or the rental value of his property by $1,000 or more in a 12-month period; or (3) his personal expenses, income, assets and liabilities by $250 or more?

Director Souza:  Is it substantially likely that the outcome of the litigation will affect CNB Farms by the appropriate threshold amount in Regulation 18705.1(b)?

Director Ferrante:  Is it substantially likely that the outcome of the litigation will affect Hacienda Harvesting or Texeira Farms by the appropriate threshold amount in Regulation 18705.1(b)?

The decision in question involves litigation between the district and the city.  The litigation involves the rights of property owners who own property within the boundaries of the basin and who extract groundwater for personal or business use.  The foreseeability issue raised by your inquiry is whether a decision affecting litigation could ever have a reasonably foreseeable financial effect on any economic interest since the outcome of litigation is, by nature, speculative.

When determining whether an effect is reasonably foreseeable, certainty is not required.  However, if an effect is only a mere possibility, then it is not reasonably foreseeable.  (In re Thorner (1975) 1 FPPC Ops. 198.)  In this decision, if the court denies the relief requested by the district, the water rights of the property owners in the basin may be diminished.  If, on the other hand, the court grants the relief requested by the district, the property owners will benefit since their water rights will not be adversely affected.  The outcome of the litigation will affect the property owners in the basin, whether or not the final decision preserves the status quo, because the effect will be either a reduction in water rights or an avoidance of that result.

The fact that the district will be making decisions that are predicate to a decision to be made by another decisionmaker does not make the effect of the district’s decisions unforeseeable.  (Gelb Advice Letter, No. A-91-523.)  Substantive decisions regarding litigation (e.g., amendment of pleadings; commencement of additional litigation; making and responding to discovery requests; case management; making and responding to pre-trial motions; engaging in trial strategy and tactics; making and responding to settlement offers; appealing district court decisions) are necessary steps to the final decision.  As essential prerequisites, the effect of these decisions are as foreseeable as the effect of the final decision itself.  In an analogous situation, we have advised that the effect of a decision by a city council to place a measure on a ballot is as foreseeable as the effect of the decision of voters to approve or reject the measure.  (See, e.g., Zwanziger Advice Letter, No. A-94-157.)  Conversely, we have also advised that a purely procedural decision, such as stipulating to a date for a hearing, will not have a foreseeable material financial effect on any economic interest.  (Woodhead Advice Letter, No. I-91-266.)

You cite Smith v. Superior Court (1994) 31 Cal.App.4th 205, 212 for the proposition that decisions regarding litigation rarely have a reasonably foreseeable effect on an economic interest because such decisions create only the possibility of a particular outcome in a case since the parties cannot control the outcome of the litigation.  In Smith, the court considered whether the Act required a county supervisor to disqualify himself from a decision to appeal a preliminary injunction against the construction of a new hospital since the supervisor was a physician and an employee of the county health department.  The plaintiff in that case sought to force recusal, contending that the physician and his wife, who was also a physician, faced the potential loss of employment if the county did not appeal the injunction.  The court held that it was not reasonably foreseeable that the decision would affect the job security of the official or his wife.

The decision in Smith was based on the facts of the case.  It is apparent under the facts in Smith that none of the potential outcomes of appealing the preliminary injunction would have affected the job security of the official or his wife.  These are not the facts in your letter.    Therefore, consistent with our advice to Santa Maria Mayor Maldonado, we find that it is reasonably foreseeable that the litigation, which will determine the water rights of the city and all other water pumpers in the valley, will have some affect on the property owners in the basin who extract groundwater for personal and business purposes.  (Stockton Advice Letter, No. I-98-138; Greyson Advice Letter, No. I-92-449.)  If that effect is material, disqualification is required.

Since it is reasonably foreseeable that the outcome of the litigation will have some financial effect, including at least a one penny effect, on the property owners who extract groundwater for personal or business use, Directors Rice and Tognazzini are disqualified from participating in any substantive decisions regarding the litigation unless the public generally exception applies.  In addition, if Directors Sharer, Souza or Ferrante answer in the affirmative to any of the questions above, that director will also be disqualified from participating in any substantive decisions regarding the litigation unless the public generally exception applies.

E.  Public Generally Exception
Although a public official may otherwise have a conflict in a decision, the official may still participate in the decision if the material financial effect of the decision is not distinguishable from the effect on the public generally.  (Section 87103.)  The “public generally exception” applies if the decision will affect a “significant segment” of the public generally in “substantially the same manner” as it affects the public official.  (Regulation 18707(b).)  First, the official must determine whether there is a cognizable “significant segment” of the public.  Second, if there is, the official must determine whether this significant segment is affected in “substantially the same manner” as the official.

“Significant segment” is defined in Regulation 18707(b)(1).  For decisions that affect real property, a significant segment may include any one of the following:  (1) 10 percent or more of the population of the official’s jurisdiction; (2) 10 percent or more of all property owners, home owners, or households in the official’s jurisdiction; or (3) 5,000 residents in the official’s jurisdiction.  (Regulation 18707(b)(1)(A).)  For decisions that affect a business entity, a significant segment includes 50 percent of all businesses in the official’s jurisdiction.  (Regulation 18707(b)(1)(B).)  Your facts do not indicate whether the jurisdiction of each director is the entire district or a smaller division inside the district.  (Water Code §§ 74090-74091.)  The “public generally” may be either the jurisdiction of the agency or the election district of the official.  (Borcalli Advice Letter, No. I-93-324.)

Even if a significant segment of the public generally, as defined above, will be affected by the litigation, the exception only applies if the significant segment is affected in substantially the same manner as the official.  The Commission has construed this second requirement narrowly.  Since you have not provided any facts regarding the public generally exception, we are unable to determine whether it would apply to your facts.

F.  Legally Required Participation
Section 87101 permits an official who is otherwise disqualified from making a governmental decision to participate in the decision when the official’s participation is legally required.  The rule does not apply when there is an alternative source of decisionmaking consistent with the statute authorizing the decision.  (Regulation 18708, copy enclosed.)  Thus, it only applies when it is legally impossible for the decision to be made without the participation of the disqualified official.  Consequently, it does not apply when the disqualified official’s vote is merely needed to break a tie; or when or a quorum can be convened of other members of the agency who are not disqualified, whether or not such other members are actually present at the time of the disqualification.

Under this rule, not all officials who are disqualified may participate.  The legally required participation rule is construed narrowly.  (Regulation 18708(c).) Consequently, the rule only allows the participation of the fewest number of disqualified persons necessary to constitute a quorum.  (In re Hudson (1978) 4 FPPC Ops. 13.)  The best method of selecting which disqualified member should participate is by lot.  Other means of random selection that are impartial and equitable may also be used.  Whatever method is used, all disqualified officials must participate or the rule does not apply.  (Heisinger Advice Letter, No. A-95-333.)

Once it is determined which disqualified official will participate in a decision, that official is selected for the duration of the proceedings in all related matters, unless an official previously disqualified no longer has a financial interest in the decision.  A disqualified official who participates under the authority of Section 87101 may participate fully in the matter, including taking part in deliberations and voting in open sessions of the body, and in such closed sessions as are required by law.  However, the reinstated official may not attempt to influence the outcome of the matter “behind the scenes” by engaging in private discussions with other members or staff.  (Regulation 18708(b)(4); Grunwald Advice Letter, No. A‑95‑184.)

When a disqualified public official is legally required to participate, the official must disclose on the record the existence of the financial interest, describe with particularity the nature of the interest, and state the reason why there is no alternative source of decisionmaking.

If you have other questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (916) 322-5660.

Sincerely,

Steven G. Churchwell

General Counsel

By:
Julia Butcher

       
Staff Counsel, Legal Division
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Enclosures

�  The members of the Board of Directors include Vince Ferrante, Richard Maretti, Owen Rice, James Sharer, Darrell Souza, Arthur Tognazzini and Charles Varni.


�  Government Code sections 81000 - 91014.  Commission regulations appear at title 2, sections 18109 - 18995, of the California Code of Regulations. 





